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ABSTRACT
The nature of the relationships among the family environment, 
specific parent-child relationships, and children's school 
adjustment was examined using 280 4th - 6th grade students from a 
rural, southeastern state. The study uses a longitudinal* 
prospective analysis of the data. The first hypothesis was that 
the family is related to the manner in which children adjust to 
school. Secondly, it was hypothesized that prospective analyses 
will show both the family environment and parent-child 
relationships to be predictive of children's school adjustment. 
Thirdly, it was hypothesized that the family will play a 
particularly important role during normative school transitions. 
Results of this study strongly support the first and second 
hypotheses, however, the third hypothesis was only moderately 
supported. Although the family seems to be important during a 
normative school transition, it does not seem to be more 
important than during a non-transition school year. There were, 
however, differences found between the family factors of 
importance for the transition group and the family factors of 
importance for the non-transition group. These differences will 
be discussed.
: : INTRODUCTION
: :i ■ The family environment■and parent-child" functioning has tee 
examined Tin.- relation to a wide range of adjustment areas,
Several studies, however, have demonstrated the need to study 
differential impact of family factors on specific areas of 
adjustment rather than taking a global approach (Farber, Felner,
& Primavera, 1985; Raley, 1986). Raley (1986) concluded that 
family interactions have quite different effects, depending on 
the area of functioning being assessed.
One area in which both the family and dyadic parent-child 
relationships seem particularly influential is academic 
adjustment (e.g., Felner, Ginter, Boike, & Cowen, 1981a;
Phillips, 1987). several studies have shown the relationship 
between family variables and adjustment to school (e.g., Nelson, 
1984), but the majority of these studies have been correlational 
in design. Thus, although the studies have been useful in 
showing that an association exists between family and school 
adjustment variables, they cannot definitively suggest causative 
direction. For example, from these studies there is no way of 
determining whether conflict in a family causes poor school 
adjustment, poor school adjustment causes conflict in a family, 
or whether there is a reciprocal relationship among the two. 
Prospectively designed studies would provide a significant 
improvement over the concurrent as well as the longitudinal
correlational work. A better indicator of direction and 
theritfore a better indicator of causality would be a study 
employing prospective analyses. There is a large gap in ■previous 
research with respect to prospective studies, particularly within 
the area of school adjustment. This is a primary concern of the 
current work.
The relationship of family variables and school adjustment 
may vary as a function of other factors. Illustratively, during 
a school transition, or school change, the role of the family may 
become even more salient due to the flux present in other areas 
of the childrens lives (e.g., different peer groups, a new 
setting, and new expectations). The family may be the "one arena 
of comfort” (Simmons, Burgeson, Carlton-Ford, & Blyth, 1987) to 
which the children can turn to for support and security.
Based on this discussion, the current study addresses 
several interrelated hypotheses. The first hypothesis is that 
the family environment and parent-child relationships are 
associated, cross-sectionally, with the manner in which children 
adjust to school. Secondly, it is hypothesized that using 
prospective analyses, it will be shown that the family 
environment and parent-child relationship is predictive of 
children's school adjustment. Finally, it is hypothesized that 
the family will play a particularly important role during 
normative school transitions.
FAM*L¥/MRENT-CHILD FUHCTI0NING 
Family Environment
The family environment can be characterized across a'"number 
of domains of family Interactions. Most generally, it is the 
ways in which the social and emotional climate characterize a 
family. Family interaction patterns and disciplining styles are 
examples of the elements that shape this climate. The family 
environment has been shown in prior literature to predict 
children’s adjustment in a number of spheres (e.g., Herzog, & 
Sudia, 1973; Hess and Camara, 1979).
Parent-Child Relationships
A healthy parent-child relationship seems critical to a 
child's normal development (Biller, 1982). It is within this 
relationship that some of the first emotional attachments are 
formed. These attachments are important in building a foundation 
for future relationships, and this may be of considerable 
adaptive significance (Biller, 1982). In addition to the 
important influence on children's first relationships, parent- 
child interactions tend to influence the adjustment of children 
throughout their lives (MacDonald, 1985). One aspect of the 
parer.t-child relationship that has been the focus of much 
research is the amount of parental acceptance and rejection 
experienced by a child (Matejcek & Kadubcova, 1983; R. P. Rohner, 
1980; Rothbaum, 1986). R. P. Rohner (1980) defines accepting
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parents as those who show love and affection for their child in a 
verbal or physical manner. Accepted children will feel loved. 
Eejecting parents dislike their children or feel resentneht and 
disapproval towards them (R. P. Rohner, 1980). Rejection can fee 
displayed overtly, as hostility and aggression, or covertly, as 
neglect and indifference. These dimensions of parental behavior 
tend to be associated with differing outcomes of childhood 
adjustment across several different countries (e. g., E. c. 
Rohner, 1980? R. P, Rohner, 1985).
TRANSITIONS
Any major change which creates a necessity for psychological 
adjustment and adaptive efforts can be considered a life 
transition (Healy & Stewart, 1984). One of these life 
transitions is the transfer to a new school. For instance, the 
transition into junior high school from an elementary or middle 
school usually involves a move between two discontinuous 
environments (Simmons, 1987). This results in an abrupt change 
rather than one which is gradual, and is often linked to a 
disruption in children's academic adjustment. It presents a 
situation in which children seem vulnerable to either 
psychological growth and enhanced adjustment, or psychological 
disturbance and a marked decrease in adjustment (Felner,
Primavera, & Cauce, 1981).
Normative Transitions
Normative school transitions are a set of life transitions 
which usually are experienced in a predictable fashion (Feiner et 
al., 1931b). Most children in a community experience them at a 
regularly scheduled age or point in their lives (Crockett, 
Petersen, Graber, Schulenberg, & Ebata, 1989). These "normative" 
school transitions most commonly occur for such conditions as a 
move from an elementary school to a middle or junior high school, 
or a move from junior high school to high school. School 
transitions that do not occur in a predictable manner are due to 
such conditions as changing residences and are referred to as 
"non-normative" transitions. This study will focus only on 
normative school transitions. School transitions have been 
characterized as "ecological transitions** because they involve 
change in both physical setting and social roles (Bronfenbrenner, 
1979). Transferring students are usually confronted with an 
entire social system in a state of flux (Feiner et al., 1981b); 
All the incoming students are simultaneously attempting to adapt 
to a new setting, the environment is less stable and less 
predictable than the one to which they have grown accustomed 
(DuBois, 1989), and the new setting is larger, more 
departmentalized, and impersonal (Crockett et al., 1989).
Teacher expectations and teacher behavior (Feiner et al., 1981b), 
as well as the amount of student participation (Crockett et al.,
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1939)# nay also change. Additionally, available resources (e.g,, 
counselors) nay be United because of the influx of new students 
requiring assistance (DuBois, 1939). The discontinuity between 
the pre-transition school and the post-transition school seen to 
require a great deal of adaptive effort (Crockett, et al., 1989j. 
In addition to the dramatic changes between settings, 
transferring students are often faced with other challenges 
requiring adaptation (e.g., the onset of puberty; changes in peer 
relationships). These factors may act in a cumulative manner to 
impact several areas of academic adjustment.
Transitions and the Family
Due to children's vulnerability during school transitions 
the family may be particularly important during this time. The 
amount of support or distress a family creates may mitigate or 
augment children's adaptive efforts during a transition. Past 
research shows that among those personal or transactional factors 
which appear to assist students in benefiting from school 
transitions are autonomy, independence, (Fenzel & Blyth, 1986; 
Healy & Stewart, 1984) and responsibility (Healy & Stewart,
1984). These factors may best be fostered through the family.
For instance, Healy and Stewart (1984) have found that students 
whose families frustrate their efforts for increased independence 
have greater difficulty adjusting emotionally to normative school 
transitions. On the positive side, the family seems to become a
* nnsit
source oi general support and encouragement for adolescents to 
become rut onerous fHealy & Stewart, 1934? see also Simmons et 
\l . , 1937). One study (Fen2el & Blyth, 1986) found that student.: 
who gained in adjustment measures such as self-esteem during i 
normative school transition may have received more support from 
their families while those students who declined in adjustment 
measures during a school transition were more likely to be 
substituting peer relationships for a troublesome parent 
relationship. Similarly, Crockett et al. (1989) found that a 
student*s ability to cope with school transitions depended in 
part upon the available social support both prior to and during 
the transition. Since many school resources may be taxed during 
this crucial time of transition (Felner et al., 1981b), and the 
peer group cannot always provide a sufficient substitute for 
family support (Healy & Stewart, 1984), the family may play a 
dominant role in providing social support.
In addition to cohesion, family conflict may influence 
adjustment during a school transition. Adolescence seems to be a 
period of peak conflict with parents (Hirsch & Rapkin, 1987).
This increase in conflict may enhance the negative impacts often 
associated with the transfer to a more anonymous environment. 
Successful adjustment to a transition, which creates lessened 
opportunities to establish stable peer and teacher relationships 
(Miller, 1983), may be further impaired when family conflict
Trirc»± i ' i * I 4 ,
tends to be high.
Past literature has extensively explored the family's 
influence on children's academic adjustment, however only a very 
limited amount of research has been conducted on the family's 
influence during a normative school transition. For this reason, 
the relationship between the family and normative school 
transitions (i.e., transitions that are experienced at a 
regularly scheduled age or point in children's lives) needs to be 
explored.
ACADEMIC ADJUSTMENT
Academic adjustment is most frequently assessed using grades 
as the only measure. However, the use of this single measure 
discounts the importance of other facets of academic adjustment 
including self-concept (Phillips, 1987) and school absences 
(Symonds, 1939). Use of multiple measures of academic adjustment 
might lead to a more complete accounting for the effects of the 
family on school related outcomes (Rutter, 1983).
Scholastic Self-concept
Scholastic self-concept refers to how children perceive 
their cognitive competence and their ability to perform well in 
school. Self-perception of scholastic ability is crucial for 
normal academic adjustment (Phillips, 1987). For instance, 
children with low scholastic self-concept may question their 
ability to do school work, especially in relation to their peers'
performance (Wyman, Cowen, Hightower, & Pedro-Carrol1, loss).
This may lead a child to give up.
Two variables of the family environment, the amount of 
conflict and the amount of support or cohesion in a family have 
consistently been shown to have an impact on scholastic self- 
concept (Cornell & Grossberg, 1987; Felner, Aber, Primavera, s 
Cauce, 1985; Nelson, 1984; Wyman et al., 1985). These studies 
all support the finding that higher levels of conflict and lower 
levels of cohesion within a family correlates negatively with 
scholastic self-concept.
In addition to these two variables, a number of other 
factors of the family environment are associated with scholastic 
self-concept. One study in particular (Nelson, 1984) found other 
factors of importance. The amount of organization in a family 
was positively associated with the children's scholastic self- 
concept while control was correlated with it negatively. Another 
study also found that a greater degree of expressiveness in a 
family had a positive impact on perceived competence (Felner et 
al. 1985).
Scholastic self-concept appears to be formed to a large 
extent through dyadic relationships within the family. For 
example, Phillips (1987) shows that children's perceptions of 
their competence is influenced more by their parents' evaluations 
than by their own past performance. This implies the importance
oi parental influence on children’s perceived competence.
People with low self-esteem do not believe they can succeed 
in achievement-oriented activities (Rchner, 1975) . It has been 
found that parental rejection of a child is tied to low self- 
esteem (R. P. Rohner, 1980). This would tend to lower scholastic 
self-concept. Parental acceptance tends to be linked with high 
self-esteem and, therefore, heightened levels of scholastic sel 
concept.
Self-esteem is one of the most widely used indicators of the 
effects of school transitions. Often, self-esteem appears to be 
negatively impacted by normative school changes (e.g., Blyth, 
Simmons, & Carlton-Ford, 1983). For instance, a study examining 
a group of students making a normative school transition between 
grades 6 and 7 found lowered self esteem (Blyth et al., 1983) for 
this period. This lowered self-esteem did not appear to be 
developmentally related since a comparison group of students of 
the same age who did not make a school transition did not have a 
significant change in self-esteem over this period (see also, 
Simmons, 1987). Some studies have contradicted the above 
findings. For example, in Simmons and Blyth1s (1987) study of 
children's adjustment to school transitions, declines in self­
esteem were found only for girls. Additionally, as reported in 
Crockett et al. (1989), Harter found that only the social 
subscales in self-esteem decline after a transition. Similar
*-+V
conflicting findings have been reported elsewhere (Fer.ee 1 S
Blyth, Jones & Thornburg, 1985; Hirsch St Rapkin, . , .
School Absence
School absence is another important factor in academic 
adjustment. A number of studies have examined the potentially 
damaging effects of missing class on academic adjustment (Douglas 
& Ross, 1965; Monk & Ibrahim, 1984; Symonds, 1939). High 
attendance tends to be associated with heightened levels of 
achievement (Ziomek & Shoenberger, 1983). Kurdek and Sinclair 
(1988) supported this suggestion, reporting that school absences 
accounted for a moderate amount of the variance in academic 
achievement.
Family support and helpfulness tend to relate strongly to 
school attendance (Felner et al., 1985). More cohesive families 
have children who attend school regularly. In addition to this 
cohesive aspect of the family climate, Felner et al. (1985) found 
that the amount of conflict in a family, along with the extent of 
expressiveness in the family, was significantly related to school 
absence. Conceptually, this suggests that a family environment 
in which family members are mutually supportive and helpful is 
well as honest and open tends to be associated with high 
attendance rates of children. One cause for school absence is 
truancy. Evidence also suggests that truancy is positively 
correlated with family conflict (Stewart & Zaenglein-Senger,
i n,
1984 ), adding further support to conflict being a strong
pred ictcr of oohcoi a k:sence.
Research within t:he dyadic ii mens ions of family f unct: mini
have yielded findings which link parental rejection of a child r.
school, absence. Children of neglecting parents tend to be 
uninterested in school (Pulkkinen, 1982). This lack of interest 
may have an impact on the amount of time a child shows up to 
school. Low achievement orientation is also characteristic of 
neglected children (Pulkkinen, 1982), which may also affect 
attendance.
School attendance has not been examined very often in 
conjunction with school transitions. However, one study did 
include this variable in its examination of the effects of a high 
school transition program (Felner et al., 1981b). This 
successful program was set up to improve the adjustment of 
children making a transition. Felner et al. (1981b) found that 
children who had completed the program attended school much more 
often than those not enrolled in the program.
Grades
Grade point averages (GPAs) are the most frequently examined 
aspects of academic achievement. GPAs, although not always 
indexed reliably (Fehrmann, Keith, & Reimers, 1987), are 
conspicuous indicators of students’ performance and often appear 
to be what parents and students use as indexes of academic
ability.
The literature on overall family climate points to sever 11 
variables that ire related to GPAs. For instance, riel sen ' : • - 
found that members^ ip in a family with a high amount or ccmlict 
and control is associated with low GPAs (also see, Cornel 1 l 
Grossberg, 1987; Felner et al., 1985).
A study led by Cornell and Grossberg (1987) examined the 
family environment of the academically gifted child, These 
investigators found that families with academically gifted 
children tend to emphasize supportive relationships and openness 
within the family and tended to ha/e a low amount of control 
(Cornell & Grossberg, 1987).
Within the dimension of the parent-child relationship,
Raley (1986) found that grades were significantly related to the 
quality of the mother-child dyad. Maternal aggression, maternal 
neglect, and low maternal warmth tended to be associated with 
high GPAs in girls. This study also suggests that paternal 
warmth has an impact on the child's GPA. Further support tor the 
existence of this relationship between the father-child dyad and 
GPA has been found (Fehrmann et al., 1987? Forehand, Long, Brody, 
& Fauber, 1986).
GPAs are also widely used indicators to determine the 
effects of school transitions. It has consistently been found 
that GPAs are lower during a school transition. For instance,
* g Ife . 4  4 fc I
Blyth et al. (1983) found a significant decrease in GPAs for 
their sample of students making a 7th grade transition, with a 
more prominent effect on males. Schulenberg, Asp, and Petersen 
(1984) report a decrease in GPAs across all grade levels tor 
their sample, but note that the largest drop in grades occurs 
between grades 6 and 7, the period of a normative school 
transition. Similarly, a study by Crockett et al. (1989) 
examined possible differential effects on adjustment due to the 
nature of transitions. These authors found a negative impact on 
GPAs. This negative impact occurred during a normative school 
transition and persisted for at least 2 years after the 
transition (Crockett et al., 1989), These findings that 
transitions negatively affect GPAs have often been replicated 
(e.g., Simmons, 1987).
method’
Subjects
The participants in the study were 280 students in grades 4* 
6 at the first data collection point who were enrolled in three 
public school systems in three communities in the southeastern 
United States. Participation in the study was voluntary and 
required both student and parental consent. Consent was obtained
’Portions of this section were taken from Brand, S. & DuBois, 
D. L. (1990). Poverty and educational disadvantage:
Environmental, socioemotional, and academic consequences for young 
adolescents. Unpublished manuscript, University of Illinois, 
Urbana-Champaign.
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from slightly ,™cre thin 9 0 percent of the eligioie stuier.tc 
attending the participating schools. The resulting sample 
contained slightly mere girls (57%) than boys, and approx irate 1 y 
the sane number of black students (4<3%) as white students, 
black minority students were omitted from the present study 
because they accounted for less than 1 percent of the population 
of the schools sampled. The students in the participating 
schools were predominantly from families of relatively low 
socioeconomic status. Thus, many of the children’s parents wer' 
employed in unskilled or semi-skilled occupations (sample mean of 
3 or beiow on the Occupational Scale (possible range 1-9) of 
Hoi1ingshead’s 1975, Four-Factor Index of Social Status).
Further, nearly a third of the children in the sample (341) did 
not have a parent who had graduated from high school. Analyses 
indicated that the children in the study's sample were comparable 
to the general population served by the participating schools 
with regard to demographic characteristics (i.e., age, race, 
gender) as well as the socioeconomic status of their parents.
Data were collected from all participating students during the 
Fall of the 1983-84 school year (Time 1) and again two years 
later (Time 2) from those students who were still enrolled in the 
participating schools. The longitudinal sample for the present 
investigation includes 280 students.
Transitions
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Procedure
Self-report measures were administered in classrooms during 
regular school hours. To ensure that reading level did not 
impede a student's ability to complete the measures, the 
instructions and individual items for each instrument were read 
aloud by members of the research team while the students read 
along silently. Academic adjustment data were obtained from 
school records.
B&gjgn of Study
Overview of school System
As shown in Figure 1, students in the study were enrolled in 
6 different schools. Four of these schools were grade 1-6 
elementary schools (i.e., schools A-D) and 2 were grade 7-12 
junior/senior high schools (i.e., schools E and F). Students 
attending the four elementary schools made a transition to one o 
the two junior/senior high schools at grade 7.
Insert Figure l About Here
The number of students that participated in the study are 
broken down by grade level in Table 1.
Insert Table 1 About Here
t+.
a r..
Overal1 Plan
The first set of analyses examined the cross-sectional 
relationship ot family variables and school adjustment among ill
children in the sample. Separate analyses were also ccndU C10 J
for the individual grade levels of concern in this study to 
explore the possibility of differential effects of family 
variables on adjustment as a result of experiencing normative 
school transitions or being in differing grade levels. In order 
to more directly address possible differences associated with 
normative school transitions and children’s adjustment, students 
at grade 4 at Time 1 (grade 6 at Time 2) who had not experienced 
a normative school change (see Figure 1) will be compared to 
children in grades 5-6 at Time 1 (grades 7-8 at Time 2) who hid 
experienced a normative school change.
In the second set of analyses, we examined the longitudinal 
relationships between family variables and changes in adjustment 
during the time in which a normative school transition was 
experienced by the participating students.
Finally, the predictive functions of the family environment
and parent-child relationships on children’s school adjustment 
were explored to determine the possibility of a causal 
relationship between these variables.
Transitions
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Measures
family..variables
Student responses on self-report measures were utilized v: 
assess their experiences in the family. Measures focused in 
three primary areas: (1) Childrens reports of overall family
climate; (2) Parent-child relationships; and (3) The adequacy 
of social support from family members. Copies of these measures 
may be found in Appendix A. A summary of which participants 
completed each measure is presented in Table 2.
Insert Table 2 About Here
Social support. Students1 perceptions of social support 
received from their families was assessed by the Perceived Social 
Support Scale (Procidino & Heller, 1983). This measure is a 20- 
item self-report scale consisting of declarative statements 
(e.g., "my family gives me all the support I need") to which the 
individual answers "yes", "no”, or MI don't know". Each item 
answered "yes" was scored as 1 point, resulting in total scores 
that ranged from 0 (no perceived support) to 20 (maximum 
perceived support from family). The "I don't know" answers were 
not scored. Procidino and Heller (1983) reported high internal 
consistency for this scale (alpha * .90). This measure was 
obtained from all the participating students at Time 1 and from
participating 7-sth graders at Tine 2.
Family.env i ronnent. The Fani ly Environment Scale fMccc,
Insel, & Humphreys, 1974) was employed to assess dimensions or 
overall family climate. This measure consists of 90 true-false 
items (e.g., “People in my family help each other a lot") and 
yields ten subscale scores: Cohesion, Expressiveness, Conflict,
Independence, Achievement Orientation, Active-Recreational 
Orientation, Intellectual-Cultural orientation, Moral-Re1igious 
Emphasis, Organization, and Control. These subscales have teen 
shown to have acceptable internal consistency (Moos et al., 1974} 
and to differentiate families with a child who has been referred 
for psychological treatment (Moos & Moos, 1976). For the present 
study, rather than using the Conflict, Cohesion, and 
Expressiveness subscales separately, they were combined to form 
the Family Relationship Index (Moos & Moos, 1981). This index 
was calculated as the sum of these three subscales, once the 
Conflict subscale was reversed. This index is the most commonly 
used measure of family support and has high internal consistency 
and construct validity (Wallander & Varni, 1989).
All of the participating students at Time 1 and participating 
students in 7th-8th grade at Time 2 completed the measure.
Parental acceptance and rejection- Parent acceptance and
rejection was assessed using the Parent Acceptance-Rejection 
Questionnaire (R. P. Rohner, 1980). This measure consists of 60
i *. j * <
st atoments cone 
"My mother nags 
to each stateme
erring parent behavior towards the child (e.g 
or scolds ne when I am bad"). Children rear 
nt cn a four point scale (1 = almost never tr
- almost always true). Students in this study completed 
identical parallel forms of the questionnaire for their mother 
and father. Only ratings for parents who were living with the 
child at the time of the study were included in the present 
investigation. The Parent Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire 
yields four subscale scores: Warmth, Aggression, Rejection, and
Neglect. For the present sample, these subscales were correlated 
highly for both mother and father forms (mean £ > .80), Hence, 
in order to reduce redundancy in our measures of family 
environment, we summed the subscale scales for each parent 
(warmth score reversed) to derive composite measures of parent 
rejection for the mother and father, respectively. This measure 
was obtained from all participating students at Time 1 and from 
7th-8th graders at Time 2.
Adjustment Variables
Child adaptation and disorder were assessed utilizing a 
multi-method, multi-trait strategy. Specifically, self-report 
measures of psychological distress (depression, anxiety, and 
self-esteem), parent and teacher ratings of behavior, and school 
records of academic performance were utilized. Copies of these 
measures may be found in Appendix A.
1331; was used to measure children’s sel f-reported level of 
depression. This measure assesses the social, behavioral, and 
affective symptoms of depression in children aged 7-17 years 
(Kovacs, 1981). The measure consists of 27 items (e.g., MI an 
sau once in a while," "I am sad many times," "I am always sad”), 
each of which is scored from 0 to 2. The sum of these items 
yields a single aggregate measure of depression. The Children’s 
Depression Inventory has been found to have acceptable internal 
consistency (coefficient alpha = .36), and test-retest 
reliability as assessed by Saylor, Finch, Spirito, and Bennett 
(1984), has been found to range from .38 to .87 depending on the 
interval length and population. In the present study, the 
measure was completed by all participating students at Time 1 and 
again at ’Time 2.
Anxiety. The Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale 
(Reynolds & Richmond, 1978) was employed to assess children’s 
self-reported anxiety. The scale consists of 37 items, 28 of 
which are Anxiety scale items (e.g., "I worry about what is going 
to happen”) and 9 of which constitute a Lie scale. Scores on 
both the Anxiety scale and the Lie scale are obtained by summing 
the number of items answered yes. The scale has been found to 
have satisfactory reliability and content validity (Reynolds & 
Richmond, 1978) and has yielded relationships supporting it's
■an:
construct validity (Reynolds & Richmond, 1979). This measure v;a 
obtained iron all participating students, both at Time 1 and 
Time 2.
Self-concept. The Self-Appraisal Inventory (Narikawa S 
Frith, 1972) was employed to measure children's self-esteem.
This scale assesses feelings of self-esteem relating to four 
domains: scholastic, peer, family, and general (e.g., "Are you
important in your family?"). The measure was completed by all 
participating students at both Time 1 and Time 2.
Academic adaptation. Grade point averages and absences were 
utilized to assess academic adaptation. Grade point average and 
absence variables were derived from information provided on 
students' report cards. Grade point average was computed as the 
average of the student's grades in core subject classes (i.e., 
math, English, social studies, and science) during the school 
year. Absences were computed as total absences for the school 
year. Grade and absences were obtained from all three school 
years encompassed in the study (i.e., Time 1, Time 2, and the 
school year between data collection periods, 1984-1985), as well 
as the year prior to the initial data collection (i.e., 1982-1983 
school year).
RESULTS
The results are presented in four major sections. The first
of these examines the nature of the relation between family
Tranc * t
factors and children's concurrent adjustment to school. The 
second set of analyses explores the longitudinal relation or 
family factors and adjustment. Thirdly, a set of prospective 
regressions explores the relation of the family factors to 
subsequent children's school adjustment after controlling tor 
initial adjustment. Finally, a set of analyses explores the 
family - school adjustment relationship during a transition.
Concurrent Adjustment
We first examined the inter - correlation of the family 
measures. The moderate correlations obtained in this preliminary 
analysis revealed that the variables could be considered as 
separate yet related (see Table 3). For this reason, each 
measure was retained for use in the analyses.
Insert Table 3 About Here
To assess the relationship between the family measures and 
children's concurrent adjustment to school, zero-order 
correlations were performed between the 8 Time 1 family variables 
and the 9 Time 1 adjustment variables. These correlations (see 
Table 4) reveal that the family environment is strongly related 
to school adjustment. Cf particular interest are the high 
correlations between the Family Relationship Index (i.e., 
cohesion-conflict) and several of the adjustment variables. The
ran.;
Family Relationship In Jo: has a strong, positive correlation v;ith 
family, total, and general se 11-concept, as well as with 
depression. As can be seen in Table 4, social support arvd 
parental reaction, both maternal and paternal, are also strongly 
related to several adjustment variables. Specifically, higher 
amounts of maternal and paternal rejection in a family are linked 
to poorer levels of adjustment across several domains and higher 
amounts of social support from the family are often related to 
better levels of adjustment.
Longitudinal Adjustment
Zero-order correlations were performed to examine the 
relationship between the family and children's adjustment to 
school over time. The correlation consisted of the 8 Time 1 
family variables and the 9 Time 2 adjustment variables. The 
family variables which stand out as having strong relationships 
to school adjustment are both maternal and paternal rejection an< 
social support. As can be seen in Table 5, these three 
dimensions of the family are significantly related to a majority 
of the adjustment variables. The Family Relationship Index 
(i.e., cohesion-conflict) and organization are also related to 
several of the adjustment variables. Of particular note is that 
with the exception of peer self-concept, the amount of rigidity 
and control in a family, which is often cited as a major 
influence on children's school adjustment, is not significantly
worth
Iran.
related to adjustment outcomes over time. A1 r >  ’  o '; r.u
a
that although ichievement orientation was the only sign 1 f i -■ 3 
related family variable to concurrent absences (see Table 
several family variables are related to absences overtime: 
Family Relationship Index (i.e., cohesion-conflict;, 
organization, independence, maternal rejection, and social 
support. The overall results of this correlation procedure are 
presented in Table 5.
Prospective Adjustment
Although longitudinal correlation findings on the 
significance of tne family’s influence on children's school 
adjustment are useful in shewing that a relationship exists 
between the family and school adjustment a causal inference 
cannot be made. For instance, correlations cannot show the 
direction in which relationships are formed. Multiple 
regressions were therefore performed prospectively in an attempt 
to analyze the potentiality of a causal relationship. The 
prospective regression analyses tested the relations between the 
Time 1 family factors and the Time 2 school adjustment variables 
as in the longitudinal correlation design, however, in this 
analyses, the corresponding Time 1 adjustment variable, and 
therefore initial adjustment, was controlled. In other words, 
the relationships between family factors and school adjustment 
are shown, only using the change in adjustment from Time 1 to
Tra
Results of these prospective regressions for the whole 
sample imply that paternal rejection and maternal rejection ire 
important in predicting all five domains of self-concept ; see 
Table 6}. Higher levels of maternal rejection tends to predict 
poorer self-concept in all domains as well as more absences. 
Paternal rejection also predicts poorer self-concept in all five 
domains as well as lower grade point averages.
Other significant regression results suggest that a higher 
Family Relationship Index (i.e., conflict-cohesion) predicts a 
higher family self-concept, as does the amount of organization, 
and perceived social support in a family. Additionally, both a 
higher Family Relationship Index (i.e., higher levels of cohesion 
and expressiveness and lower levels of conflict), higher amounts 
of order and organization, and higher amounts of social support 
in a family predict fewer absences while increased independence 
in a family predicts more absences. Finally, higher amounts of 
rigidity and control in a family predicted lower peer self- 
concept. Results of these prospective regression analyses can be 
seen in Table 6.
Transition Effects
In order to determine whether a significant difference 
existed for the family - school adjustment relationship between 
students who are experiencing a transition and those who are not,
group. Multiple regression analyses were conducted to test ::r 
significant interaction between these two groups. When a 
significant interaction occurred, further analyses were perrcrro 
to determine more specific information about the differences :n 
the two groups' relationships among the family variable's and 
school adjustment.
For the longitudinal analysis, the relationships that were 
determined to be significantly different in the transition and 
non-transition group involved the adjustment outcomes of absence 
and family self-concept. Correlation matrices determined more 
specific information about the differences in the relationships. 
For the transition group of students, both the Family 
Relationship Index U.e., cohesion-conflict) (£*-.36, p<.0l) and 
social support (£*-.35, p<.01) correlate negatively with the 
amount of absences a child has while surprisingly, the same 
variables correlate positively with the amount of absences a 
child has in the non-transition group (£*.25, p>.05 and I s*. 33, 
p<.05, respectively). Additionally, the amount of paternal 
rejection experienced in a family is correlated positively with 
the amount of absences a child has in the transition group 
(X~*3 2 , pc.oi) while a surprising relationship exists for the 
non-transition group where this relationship is reversed (£*-.36
rans; t ::r,
With respect to family self-concept, both the level of 
achievement orientation and organization of a family influences 
the non-transition and the transition group in a significantly 
different manner. For the non-transition group, achievement 
orientation is negatively correlated with family self-concept 
(I*-.28, p<.05) while the amount of organization in a family 
correlates with family self-concept positively (£*.52, pc.05). 
While the direction of these relationships remain the same for 
the transition group, the strength of their associations are 
weaker (£*-.02, p>.05 for achievement orientation and £*.22, 
pc.01 for organization).
For the prospective regression analyses there was a 
significant interaction between the transition and non-transit ion 
group for several relationships. Subsequent analyses resulted in 
specific information of each of these relationships. Similar to 
the longitudinal correlation analysis, a higher Family 
Relationship Index (i.e., more cohesion and less conflict) 
predicted less absences for children in the transition group 
(£*-.37, pc.01) and predict more absences for children in the 
non-transition group (£*.26, p>,05). Additionally, higher 
amounts of family social support predicted less absences for the 
transition group (£*-.35, pc.01) while it predicted more absences 
for the non-transition group (£*.33, pc.05). Also as in the 
longitudinal correlation, the amount of paternal rejection
* rans it:
children experience in a family was regativeiy related to 
absences in the non-transition group (B--.36, p <. Qu) and was 
positively related to absences for the transition group (g~.
p< *01) .
Prospective regressions also revealed the influence of 
paternal rejection on children with respect to their general 
self-concept. This predictive relationship seems more important 
for the non-transition group (§=-.68, pc.Ql) than for the 
transition group (g=-,l8, p>.05). Similarly, the Family 
Relationship Index (x.e., cohesion-conf1ict) also predicted 
general self-concept. The relationship seemed more significant 
for the non-transition group (fi*.26, p>.05) than the transiticn 
group (]}*-. 11, p>.05' although the relationship did not reach 
significance. A final significantly different predictor of 
adjustment with respect to experiencing a transition or not was 
the relationship between organization and family self-concept.
It appears that this relationship was a significant predictor for 
the non-transition group (fi*.43, p<.01) more than the transition 
group p>.05).
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship of
the family environment and the parent-child interaction and 
children's adjustment to school. The study first examined the 
relationship of the family to school adjustment in a general
i r.
c An-| v.-.v^-buct.^nji -crrei it icrs cot ween tr.e 
variables and concurrent adjustment variables. Ibe.v; 
correlations snow the importance of the family in relit ion to 
children’s academic adjustment. In particular, consistent witn 
previous literature (Waliander & Varni, 1989), the Family 
Relationship Index (i.e., amount of cohesion, expressiveness, an 
conflict in a family) seems to be strongly related to adjustment 
as it is significantly related with family, total, and general 
self-concept, as well as depression. Social support, maternal 
and paternal rejection also appear to be particularly important 
for these cross-sectional relationships.
Examining the relationships of interest through a 
longitudinal correlation, one surprising result was found. iho 
amount of rigidity and control in a family was longitudinally 
significant to school adjustment only for peer self-concept. 
Whereas previous research has shown control to be important in 
concurrent adjustment to school (e.g., Feiner et al., 1985; 
Nelson# 1984), the findings of this study suggests that this 
relationship does not hold over time.
The third set of analyses conducted were an attempt to 
establish a potentially causal relationship between family 
variables and children’s school adjustment. Although a causal 
relationship cannot be directly inferred from these prospective 
regressions, a causal relationship can be more readily suggested.
Results
Transit: tr.s
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cf these analyses show that maternal and paternal 
rejection are prospective predictors of all areas of self- 
concept: Famiy, peer, scholastic, general, and total. Also of
interest is that the amount of control in a family predicts peer 
self-concept. It is surprising that none of the prospective 
regressions were significant in predicting depression or anxiety. 
It may be that the family can provide a general resiliency to 
poor adjustment, but cannot counteract all the proximal 
conditions in children’s lives. Other factors may lead to 
depression and anxiety in children. For example, a child may 
have poor peer relations and feel very anxious when around 
classmates. The family may be able to provide support which will 
affect some areas of his or her adjustment (e.g., absence rate,, 
but may not be able to offer support to overcome the depression 
or anxiety the child feels once at school.
The analyses conducted with the whole sample stresses the 
importance of the parent-child relationship over the socio- 
emotional climate of the family. The dyadic relationships were 
consistently related to several outcomes of academic adjustment. 
These results are consistent with the research that finds a good 
relationship with one parent can act as a buffer to adverse life 
circumstances (e.g., Emery, 1982; Hess & Camara, 1979). In 
particular, the results of the prospective regression analyses 
offer strong support for the importance of the dyadic
ars i
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over tire even when controlling
The sample was divided into those students who experienced a 
transition and those who did not. Using these groups, the role 
of the relationship between the family and school adjustment c m  
be seen in the context of a school transition. Separate analyses 
with the transition and non-transition groups in the longitudinal 
correlation analyses seems to show that the greatest difference 
the family makes with respect to helping a child adjust is in the 
area of absences. This strong relationship with absences makes 
sense because the family has more control over this adjustment 
outcome than any other in the study. For the transition group, 
there was a negative relationship between the Family Relationship 
Index (i.e., cohesion-conflict) and absences as well as for 
social support and absences. This relationship was expected.
The more supportive and cohesive a family is, as well as the less 
conflict present in the family, the less children are absent from 
school. Surprisingly, the opposite relationship was found for 
the non-transition group. When a family was more supportive, 
non-transition children tended to be absent from school more 
often. The reverse directions of these relationships may stem 
from different uses of support in terms of protection. In the 
non-transition group, children are younger so high amounts of
by keeping then hone from school when ill or worried. S i r \  r 
families that ire more cohesive may be likely to allow ycorg 
children to stay heme from school because the parents ire 
to take time off from work in order to be with them at home, 
families with a lot of conflict, parents may be more likely to 
send children to school regardless of the problems in order to 
get them out of the way.
With the children who are making a transition, protection 
stemming from the high amount of support in a family may 
translate into helping the children feel secure and able to 
the transition to a new school. The focus of protection man­
shift due to the new expectations often associated with being : 
a high school (Felner et al., 1981b). Before a transition, 
parents may allow the children to stay home often because they 
need to be taken care of since they are still in grade school a 
are considered young. However, when the children enter high 
school, parents may view their children as more like adults who 
do not need as much comforting as younger children. Also, 
parents may consider high school as more serious schooling. 
Therefore, the parents may turn their support into protecting t 
children in a new environment by helping them adjust.
A comparison of the prospective regression analyses betwee 
the transition group and the non-transition group suggests that
r a n s:
seme areas of the tarn: 1 y ire important in preci:ct i a t s e n . o . : ,
general self-c cneept and family self-concept. The- F a r : 1 v *
Relationship 1r. Jex f i. e . , cohesion-conflict), cocoa! support , ir
paternal rejection remain important tor predicting absences. : 
relationships between these variables are similar to the 
longitudinal correlation findings, predicting that, for the 
transition group, a supportive and low conflict family results m  
fewer absences, while opposite results are again found for the 
non-transition group, with a supportive family predicting mere 
absences. Also found was that a more rejecting dyadic 
relationship with the father predicts more absences for the 
transition group white a rejecting father predicts fewer at.senses 
for the non-transition group. As was explained for the 
longitudinal correlation analyses, these findings may be the 
result of supportive parents trying to protect their children, 
with the interpretation of protection being different for the two 
groups.
Other findings of the prospective regression analyses shew 
that for the non-transition group a positive dyadic relationship 
with fathers predicts better general self-concept while more 
organization predicts better family self-concept. Since these 
results were not consistently observed, the si2e of the sample 
must be taken into account when interpreting them.
Tr
Some limitations of the present study need to fee 
acknowledged. Although comparison groups of students who 
experienced a transition and those who did not are useful m  
relating the family to school adjustment during a transition, a 
more complete understanding of this relationship may be realised 
if an age-equivalent control group is used. Developmental 
differences may otherwise fee confounding the results. Another 
limitation of this study is that a gap of one year was 
experienced during the longitudinal data collection, therefore 
limiting the opportunity to study the relationship between the 
family and school adjustment while immediately in a transition 
for all the children. However, use of prospective regression 
analyses to evidence the family - school adjustment relationship 
gives strong support for the significant relationships we have 
found here and suggest that they are not confounded by gaps m  
the data collection years.
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Table 1
Number o
Grade Level at Each
Grade Level Number of Partici pants
4 71
5 122
6 87
Trans
trtut jon
Grade Level
Time 1 (1983/84) Time 2 (198/ 89;
Measures 4 5 6 •» 5
Family
Family Environment
Scale X X X V
Parent Acceptance- 
Rejection Questi nnaire X X X x X V
Perceived Social Support Scale X X X X
Adjustment
Children*s Depression Inventory X X X X X X
Revised Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale X X X x  X V
Self-Appraisal Inventory X X X x  X x
Grade Point Averages X X X x  X
Absences X X X x  X
Table 3
Trans it
Zero-Order Lations Between Ti ISLi-l M l l v  Var. ib ]e s
Family Variables
Family Measures 1 2 3 4
1) Family
Relationship
Index (264) -.03 .61** -.15** -. 2 6 **
2) Control (264) .19** . 10 - . 1 1
3) Organization
(264) -.07 - . 2 ?**
4) Achievement
Orientation
(264)
5) Independence(263)
6) Maternal
Rejection (263)
7) Paternal
Rejection (212)
8) Social Support (238)
*p<.05 **p<.01
Transi
£fro-9rder Correlations Between Time i Familyiabl?5
Table 3 (continued)
51
Family Measures
Family Measures 6 7 8
l) Family
RelationshipIndex (264) -.49** -.42** . 54 **
2) Control (264) .05 . 06 -.10
3) Organization(264) .33** -.28** . 37**
4) AchievementOrientation(264) . 16** . 16* -.12
5) Independence(264) .2 2** . 17** -.26**
6) Maternal
Rejection (263) . 70** -.42**
7) Paternal
Rejection (2 1 2) •, 48**
8) Social Support (238)
*p<.05 **p<.01
r r % n <* • * ' ' l r.S4. 4, J  I t  J  * — »
-  *> 
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Zero-Qrder Correlations Between Family Measures a 
School Adiustment Measures at Tine I
Table 4
School Adjustment Measures
Family Measures GPA Absences SAIS SAIG
Family
Relationship -. os
Index
-.03 .31** .42**
Control - . 1 0 -.04 -.01 -.14*
Organization - . 1 2 * i o . 3 0**
Achievement
Orientation - . 2 0 ** -. 14* -.13* -.22**
Independence 16** -.05 -.14* i o
Maternal Rejection -.20** .02 -.33** -.33**
Paternal Rejection -.15* oo• -.27** -.36**
Social Support .06 -.04 .35** .42**
Note. GPA-Grade Point Averages; SAIS-Self 
SAIG-SeI f -Concept, General.
-Concept, Scholastic?
*p<.05 **p<.01
Transitions
Zero-Order Correlations Between Family Measures.At Tine 1 an) SsftflQl , Ad j ugtn &ns^Meflavig&a, at;.Tia&..i
Table 4 (continued)
School Adjustment Measures
Family Measures SAIF SAIF SAIT CDI RCMASA
Family
Relationship
Index
. 37** . 52** .52** -.45**
j
i 
I
v-j 
!
*
i
*
Control -. 13* -.13* -.13* . 15* .22**
Organization . 25** . 33** . 36** -.32** -.21**
Achievement
Orientation -. 14* 17** -.21** . 12* .1C**
Independence -.15** -.17** -.18** . 14* . 08
Maternal Rejection -.30** -.47** -.47** .41** .33**
Paternal Rejection -.31** -.37** -.42** , *8** .35**
Social Support .33** .42** -.49** -.50** -.26**
Note. SAXP"Self-Concept, Peer; SAIF*Self-Concept, Family;
SAIT"Self-Concept, Total; CDI"Children's Depression Inventory;
RCMASA*Revised Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale.
*p<.05 **p<.01
Table 5
Transit
-> *
Zero-Order Correlations Between Family Measures at Tine l and School Adjustment Measures at
School Adjustment Measures
Family Measures GPA Absences SAIS SAIG
FamilyRelationshipIndex
,01 -.23** ,2 0** .14*
Control -.07 -.07 -.06 -.04
Organization .02 -.30** . 19** . v O
AchievementOrientation -.16** -.04 -.14* -.10
Independence -.14* . 19** -.18** -.09
Maternal P.sjection -.13 .17* -.28** -.25**
Paternal Rejection -.23** . 14 -.29** -.39**
Social Support .09 -.16* .24** . 19**
Mote. GPA-Grade Point Averaqes; SAIS-Self-Concept, Scholastic; 
SAXG-Self-Concept, General.
*p<.05 **p<.01
Iran r.
Zerg-Order C o c r o B etween Family Measures at Tire 1 ini 
SgJlggl ..Adjustment Measures at Tire 2
Table 5 (continued)
School Adjustment Measures
Family Measures SAIP SAIF SAIT CDI RCMASA
Family
Relationship
Index
. 15* . 39** .28** 30** -.24**
Control -.22** 0001 -.11 . 00 . 09
Organization . 05 . 30** . 20** -.22** - , 19**
Achievement
Orientation -.14* -.10 -.15* .11 . 0 *>
Independence i o -.09 . 14* .09 .03
Maternal Rejection . 2 4 * * -.32** -.35** .29** .2*3**
Paternal Rejection -.28** -.32** -.41** .29** , 26 * *
Social Support .20** .35** . 31** -.29** -.24**
Note. SAIP«Self-Concept, Peer? SAIF*Self-Concept, Family?
SAIT*Self-Concept, Total? CDI*Children*s Depression Inventory?
RCMASA*Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale.
*p<.05 **p<.01
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Transitions
Table 6
Ctyi.tiPl§, FMMssion for Time 2 Ad ius t me n-t (Control1ina far TI-o
Adjustment)
School Adjustment Measures at Time 2
Family Measures GPA Absences SAIS SAIG
Family
Relationship
Index
.01 -.23** .06 .00
Control .03 -.09 -. 06 .00
Organization .07 -.29** .04 -.02
Achievement
Orientation .06 -.04 -.08 -.03
Independence .05 .18* -.12 -.07
Maternal Rejection -.08 .18* -.15* -.16*
Paternal Rejection -.15* .14 -.20** -.33**
Social Support .04 -.16* .12 . 09
Note. GPA"Grade Point Averages; SAIS-Self-Concept, Scholastic; 
SAIG-Self-Concept, General.
*p<.05 **p<.01
able 6 (continued)
ar
Multiple Regression for Tire 2 Adiustnent (Controlling tor.lire
asLiustissmu
School Adjustment Measures at Time 2
Family Measures SAIP SAIF SAIT GDI RCMASA
Family
Relationship - . 0 1
Index
.27** .00 -. 12 - . 07
Control -.16** ■tr0 •1 -.05 -.09 - . 05
Organization -.06 .21** . 00 -.08 - . 0 7
Achievement
Orientation -.06 -.06 -.04 .06 . 00
Independence -.01 -.04 -.06 .06 . u *
Maternal Rejection -.15* -. 20** -.14* .07 . 03
Paternal Rejection -.17* -.22** -.24** .06 . 11
Social Support .06 .23** .07 CO01 -.10
Note. SAIP-Self-Concept, Pear; SAIF«Self-Concept, Family;
SAIT-Sel{-Concept, Total; CDI*Children's Depression Inventory;
RCMASA-Revised Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale.
*p<.05 **p<.01
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Yes No Don't know ;.
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Yes No Don't know / .
Yes No Don ’ t know 8.
Yes No Don' t know 9 .
Yes No Don' t know 10.
Yes No Don't know 11.
Yes NO Don't know 12.
Yes No Don't know 13.
Yes No Don't know 14.
Yes No Don' t know 35.
cw refer t ♦ oe ; ; :v: • in..j 
t one t 1 .?. e o r i n c t r. o r * « 
for eaer. s t a t er.e nt.
when I'm upset, 
feel better.
I get good ideas about 
things trom my family. 
Most other kids like the 
better than I do.
When I really 
how I feel, I 
don't like to
ny family helps r 
how to do
f i r . i  l V
talk to my fami 
get th j feeling 
hear about it. 
My family enjoys hearing abcu 
think.
io u t
t Wf. »t :
Members of my family like doim *:;«*
same things I like to do.
Certain members of my family come to 
me when they have problems or help.
I can count on my family when I'm, 
upset.
There is a member of my family I 
could go to if I were just feeling 
down, without feeiinq funny about it 
later.
My family and I talk to each other 
about what we think about things.
My family helps me when I have a 
problem.
Members of my family come to me when 
they are upset.
Members of my family are good at 
helping me solve problems.
I have a close relationship with a 
number of members o£ my family. 
Members of my family get good ideas 
from me about how to do things or 
make things.
60
Transitions
Yes No Don' t know 16.
Yes No Don' t know 17.
Yes No Don 11 know 13.
Yes No Don’t know 19.
Yes No Don't know 20.
wnen x really talk to my family about 
now I feel, it makes me feel 
uncomfortable.
Members of my family like to spend 
time with me.
I think that my family feels that l'r.
good at helping them solve problems.
I don’t have a really close 
relationship with anybody in r.v family. *
I wish my family were much different.
•—i 
* ~i
Vs an.
Family Environment Scale
Instructions: Please answer the questions below by circling a
(T) for True and (F) for False.
F 1. People in my family help each other a lot.
F 2. People in my family let you know how they are
feeling.
T F 3. We fight and fuss a lot in our family.
T F 4. People in my family believe it1s important to do
things together rather than on our own.
T F 5. In my family we feel that it is important to be
better than anybody else at whatever you do.
T F 6, In my family we talk a lot a bout things that happen
in the world.
T F 7, We stay at home a lot.
T F 8. We usually stay at home on Sunday morning,
T F 9. In my family we plan a head for what we are going to
do.
T F 10. People in my family boss each other around a lot.
T F 11. It gets pretty boring at our house.
T F 12. Ke can say anything we want to at n me.
T F 13. People in my family sometimes get really mad.
T F 14. In our family each of us tries to do things by
oucselves.
T F 15. People in my family think it’s very important to io
well in school
T F 16. We go to plays or concerts a lot.
T F 17. Friends come over a lot for dinner or to play.
T F 18. We say prayers in our family.T F 19. our house is usually messy.
T F 20. We have lots of rules in our family.
T F 21. We reallv work hard at everything we do at home.
T F 22. When somebody at home gets mad, somebody else usual
gets upset about it.
T F 23. People in my family sometimes get so mad they throw
things.
T F 24. In our house we ask each other for help instead of
trying to figure problems out on our own.
T F 25. In our family we think lots of things are more
important than how much money a person makes.
T F 26. Learning about* new and different things is very 
important in our family.
T F 27. People in our family bowl, play sports, Little
League, or things like that.
T F 28. At our house we talk a lot about what holidays like
H 
H
Oh r- * I ! •» £»
s*"f * ft 4  4. j w * • • i f * «*vsever, or Easter mean.
■ f* * 4 # » W -< .1.)^ .1  *  . J • . ard to find someth mg
: ; *
. ,* t r'»«. s o .
Ihero is one p 
the decisions.
erson in our family wh
■y*4 f" } iJ 4  » People in my family like being with
i.
m 1k *;
T
T
T
T
T
T
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T
t*
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T
F
F
F
F
F
F
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F
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 ^H*V V  « 4* • r
32.
33 .
34 .
35.
36.F
F 3 7.
3 8 .
3 9 . 
40.
4 1 .
42 .
4 3
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53. 
54 ,
55.
56.
We tell each other about our problems.
People in my family sometime get mad or lose their 
tempers.
We car, come and go whenever we want to in our family 
We believe that it’s very important to win at 
whatever we do.
In my family we think going to museums, art shows an 
things like that is pretty boring.
It's hard for us to find time to go to movies, 
sports, camping and things like that.
We believe in heaven and hell.
Being on time is very important in our family.
We can do things any way we want to at our house. 
People in my family ask if they can help when 
something has to be dc.ie at home.
When we feel like going somewhere, we just go right 
then.
People in my family only say nice things about exrh
other.
It's hard to find time to be by yourself in cur 
house.
People change their minds a lot in our family.
We really believe in following the rules in our 
family.
When there's trouble, people in our family help each 
other out.
Someone usually gets upset if you complain about, 
something in our house.People in my family sometimes hit each other.
Each person in my family usually tries to work things 
out by themselves when a problem comes up.
People in my family worry about school grades or 
getting a good job.
It's hard for us to find time to go to parks, zees or 
things like that.
People in my family make sure their rooms are neat. 
When we have to make a decision in our family, 
everyone gets to say what they want to do.
We enjoy spending time together in our family.
If people disagree in our family, we try hard to k
Transitions
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T F 57.
T F 53 ,
T F 59 .
T F 60.
T F 61.
T F 62.
T F 63.
T F 64.
T F 65.
T F 66.
T F 67.
T F 68.
T F 69.
the peace*
Everyone in our family knows exactly what chores they 
are suppose to do.
In my family we can do whatever we want to.
In my family we really get along well with each 
other.We are usually careful about what we say to each 
other at our house.
In our house we think that watching T.V. is more 
important than reading.The rules are always the same in our house.There is plenty of time and attention for everyone in 
our family.The parents and kids talk to each other a lot in our house.
Shouting only gets you into trouble at our house. People in my family believe that if you do something wrong you will be punished by God.Dishes are usually done right after ve eat.You can get away with a lot in our family.Dinner time is always the same in our family.
ISTrans i t ic: 
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v.hi.i Parental Acceptance - Rejection Questionnaire
My Mother:
True o 
Almost 
Always 
H ug
i-My...Mother
Sometimes
True
Mot True of V
Rarely
True Neve r True
!• Says nice things about me......
2 . Nags or scolds me when I am bad....3. Totally ignores me4. Does not reallylove m e . ,
5. Talks to me aboutour plans andlistens to what I have to say......
6 . Complains about me to others when Ido not listento her...., ...
7. Takes an active
interest in me..
8 . Encourages me to bring my friendshome, and tries tomake things
pleasant for them.9. Ridicules and makesfun of me......
1 0. Ignores me as longas I do not do 
anything to bother her.. ..... .
11. Veils at me whenshe is angry...
12. Makes it easy for me to tell her
things that are
important to me..13. Treats me harshly14. Enjoys having me
around her...  .
. . . . .
. . .
. . .
. . . . .
.....
. . . . . . . . .
' » » » * • • • •
. . . .. *.. •••••***.
* rar.s:t ::ns
6 5
My Mother:
Icua_jaI.Jix_iia£JtiarAlmost
Always Sometimes 
l£ae True
KaA-Irue. of My >!c t h •- r
A i r n s ^
Rareiy NeverW
XX,:-6Q .jtXJviO
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
2 0 .
Makes me feel 
proud when I do
well..,.........
Hits me, even 
when I do not 
deserve it......
Forgets things she 
is supposed to do
for me..........
Sees me as a Pig
brother.........
Praises me to
others..........
Punishes me 
severely when she 
is angry........
2 1. Makes sure I have
the right kinds of food to eat....
2 2. Talks to me in a
warm and loving way...........
23. Gets angry at meeasily........
24. Is too busy to
answer my
questions......25. Seems to dislikeme...........
26. Says mice thingsto me when Ideserve it.....27. Gets mad quickly
and picks on me..28. Is concerned who
my friends are...29. is really
Interested inwhat I do......
30. says many unkind
things to me...
. » .
.....
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . .
. . . . .
. . . . . . . .
.........
. •. * •... . . . . . . . . .
My Mother:
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
Ignores me when 
I ask her for
help.
Thinks it is my 
own fault when I 
am having 
trouble........
Makes me feel 
wanted and
needed..........
Tells me that I 
get on her nerves 
Pays a lot of 
attention to me..
36. Tells me how proud
she is of me whenI am good........3*/. Goes out of her way to hurt my feelings......38. Forgets important
things I think she
should remember..39. Makes me feel I
am not loved anymore if I
misbehave... .40. Makes me feel
what 1 do is
important......
Frightens or 
threatens me when 
I do something
wrong...........
Likes t;o spend
time with me....
Tries to help me 
when l am scared 
or upset........
41.
42.
43.
IXU©— M.Qthox Almost
Always Sometimes 
Ixue True
Hot T..rue__af_ *
Rarely
Irufi
• • ♦
• * •
• •
• *
* »  i  i  «
• • t • • • ♦ i • •••»*«##
a r.l
G
My Mother:
True Of My Mother 
AiiTiOSt
Always Scmetirr.es 
Irug True
Ua£JL£ue._*x
Rarely
True
M- ■ *•* Q ► V' O
A i r. c s
'.ever
44. Shames me in front
of my playmateswhen I misbehave.45. Tries to stay •'away from me...46. Complains aboutme...........
47. Cares about what
I think and likesme to talk about
43. Feels other
children arebetter than I amno matter whatI do..........
49. Cares about whatI would likewhen she makesp1ans............50. Lets me do thingsI think are
important, evenif it is
inconvenientfor her..........
51. Thinks other
children behavebetter than I do.52. Makes other
people take careof me (for example,a neighbor orrelative)......53. Lets me know l am
not wanted.....54. is interested in
the things I do..
My Mother:
Almost
Always
Ixue
Sometimes Rarel 
Txye True
55. Tries to make me
feel better when
I am hurt or sick.
56. Tells me how
ashamed she is
when I misbehave.
57. Lets me know she
loves me........
58. Treats me gently
and with kindness.
59. Makes me feel
ashamed or guilty
when I misbehave.
60. Tries to make me
happy..........
* i  •
• i  i
entaryi depression
Kiis sometimes h.:ive Jit terent feel ;ngs ir.-i ideas. 1 h i s : rm 
l i s t s  the tee lings and ileus in groups. From each group, p 4 
one sentence that describes you best tor the past two weeris. 
After you p ick  a sentence front the f i r s t  group, go on to the
group. There is no r i g h t  answer or wrong answer.  Just picks e n te n c e  t h a t  best; d e s c r i b e s  the  way you have been recently.a mark l i k e  t h i s _____ next  t o  you answer.  Put the  mark onl i n e  nex t  t o  the  s e n te n c e  t h a t  you p i c k .  Here i s  an examplehow t h i s  form works. Try i t .  Put a mark next  t o  the senten
that d e s c r i b e s  you best. EXAMPLE:
next
the
Put
the
of
ce
I read books a l l  the time 
I read books once m a vhlie  
I never read books
Remember, pick out the sentences that describe your feel mgs m i
ideas in the PAST TWO WEEKS.1. _ _ _ _ _  I am sad once in a w h i l e ._   I am sad many t im e s .I am sad a i l  the  t ime.
2 .  _____ Nothing will ever work ouc for me._____ I am not sure if things will work out for me._ _ _ Things will work out for me o.k.
3. _____ _ I do most things o.k.
_____ I do many things wrong._ _ _ _ I do everything wrong.
4. 1 fun in many things._____ I have fun in some things.Hothinq is fun at all.
5 .  ______ I am bad ail the time._____ t am bad many times.- ■ ■: - I am bad once in a while.
6 . _____ I think about bad things happening to me once in a
while.______ I worry that bad things will happen to me._____  I am sure that terrible things will happen to me.
■ 1 hats myself .
: . v: : :; :: : : - 1 do not like mysel f .
______  I like myself.
8 . _____ All bad things are my fault.Many bad things are my fault.
I d . : ■7 -  -
f a u l t .
in
Bid t h i n g s  are net  u s u a l l y  my l t .
I do not th ink  about k i l l i n g  m y se l f .I th in k  about k i l l i n g  m yse l f  but I wouldI want to  k i l l  m y se l f .
I f e e l  l i k e  c r y in g  every  day.I f e e l  l i k e  c r y in g  many days .I f e e l  l i k e  cry in g  once in a w h i l e .
Things bother me all the time. 
Things bother me many times. 
Things bother me once in a while.
I like being with people.
I do not like being with people many times.
I do not want to be with people at all.
I cannot make up my mind about things.
It is hard to make up my mind about things.
I make up my mind about things easily.
I look O.K.
There are some bad things about my looks.
I look ugly.
I have co push myself all the time to do my 
schoolwork.
I have to push myself many times to do my 
schoolwork.
Doing schoolwork is not a big problem.
I have trouble sleeping every night.
X have trouble sleeping many nights.
X sleep pretty well,
X am tired once in a while,
X am tired many days,
X am tirad all tha time.
Moat days X do not fael like eating.
Many days X do not faal like eating,
X eat pretty well,
X do not worry about achas and pains,
X worry about achas and pains many times.
X worry about aches and pains ail tha time.
X do not feel alone.
I f e e l  a lon e  many t im e s .I f e e l  a lon e  a l l  the  t ime.
I never have fun at  s c h o o l .
I have fun at  s ch oo l only  once in a w h i l e .I have fun a t  schoo l  many t im e s .
I have plenty of friends.
I have some friends but I wish I had more. 
I do not have any friends.
My school work is alright.
My school work is not as good as b e f o r e .I do very badly in s u b j e c t s  I used to  be q
I can never  be as good as o th e r  k id s .I can be as good as o th e r  k id s  i f  I want t 
I am j u s t  as good as o th er  k i d s .
Nobody really loves me.
I am not sure if anybody loves me.
I am sure that somebody loves me.
I usually do what I am told.
I do not do I am told most times.I never do what I am told.
I get along with people.
I get into fights many times.
I get into fights all the time.
cod 
o.
Revised Children's Manitest Anxiety Scale 
heck by the answer that best describes you.
1. I have t r o u b l e  making up my mind.
2 . I get nervous when things do not go the right wa> 
for me.3. Others seem to do things easier than I can.
4. I Tike everyone I know.5. Often I have trouble getting my breath.
6 . I worry a lot of the time,7. I am afraid of a lot of things.
8 . I am always kind.9. I get mad easily.
1 0. 1 worry about what my parents will say to me.
1 1. I feel that others do not like the way I do things.
1 2. I always have good manners.13. It is hard for me to get to sleep at night.14. I worry about what other people think about me.15. I feel alone even when there are people with me.
16. I am always good.
17. Often I feel sick in my stomach.18. My feelings get hurt easily.
19. My hands feel sweaty.
2 0. I am always nice to everyone.
21 * I am tired a lot.
22. I worry about what is going to happen.
23. Other children are happier than 1.
24. 1 tell the truth every single time.
25. I have bad dreams.
26. My feelings get hurt easily when I am fussed at.
27. I feel someone will tell me I do things the wrong
28* X never get angry.
29. X wake up scared some of the time.
30. X worry when X go to bed at night.
31. Xt is hard for me to keep my mind on my
schoolwork.
32. X never say things X shouldn’t.
33. X wiggle in my seat a lot.
34. X am nervous..
-- 35. A lot of people are against me.-- 36- I never lie.
-- 37. r often worry about something bad happening to
Transition
' PV TH
S e l f - A p p r a i s a l  Inventory  
1ST ANSWER.
1. Are you easy to like?2. Do you often get in trouble at home?3. Can you give a good talk in front of your class?4. Do you wish you were younger?
5. Are you an important person in your family?
6. Do you often feel that you are doing badly in
school?
7. Do you like being just what you are?
8. Do you have enough friends?9. Does your family want too much of you?10. Do you wish you were someone else?
11. Can you wait your turn easily?12. Do your friends usually do what you say?13. Is it easy for you to do good in school?
14. Do you often break your promises?15. Do most children have fewer friends than you?
16. Are you smart?
17. Are most children better .'.iked than you?
18. Are you one of the last to be chosen for games?
19. Are the things you do at school very easy for
you?
20. Do you know a lot?
21. Can you get good grades if you want to?
22. Do you forget most of what you learn?
23. Do you feel lonely very often?
24. If you have something to say, do you usually say
it?
25. Do you get upset easily at home?
26. Do you often feel ashamed of yourself?
27. Do you like the teacher to ask you questions in
front of the other children?
28. Do the other children in the class think you are
a good worker?
“’9. Are you hard to be friends with?
Do you find it hard to talk to your class?
31. Are most children able to finish their school
work
more quickly than you?
T r a n s it io n s
i 'j
32. Do members of your family pick on you?
33. Are you any trouble to your family?
34. is your family proud of.you?
J5. can you talk to your family when you have a 
problem?
36. Do your parents like you even if you have done
something bad?
